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functional amounts without including the
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.
Conference agreement

The conference agreement includes all of
the required displays of levels and amounts,
including those of Social Security outlays
and revenues. The agreement also includes
the amounts of the increase in the public
debt subject to limit. With respect to the in-
formational displays, the conference agree-
ment contains the display of the gross inter-
est on the public debt consistent with the
levels of net interest in function 900. The
conference agreement recedes to the House
concerning the informational display of lev-
els and amounts without the Hospital Insur-
ance trust fund amounts and the House re-
cedes to the Senate on the display of second-
ary loan guarantee commitments.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

THE BIGGEST RIPOFF IN
AMERICAN HISTORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. ROHRABACHER] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday I had a telephone call from
an old friend who was concerned about
American trade policy, and he was op-
posed to NAFTA, the free-trade agree-
ment that we passed with Mexico, and

that we will soon will be considering
including Chile in the NAFTA agree-
ment, and he was also concerned about
GATT, the world trade agreement that
we reached and we voted on late last
year.

His question to me was: ‘‘How can
the United States possibly compete
with Third World countries? How can
we compete when our labor force is
paid $10 an hour, and their labor force
is paid 15 cents, 25 cents, 75 cents an
hour? Doesn’t trade with overseas
countries, especially those in the de-
veloping world, mean that the Amer-
ican people will lose in the long run
and that our own working people will
have a lower standard of living?’’

Well, my answer to my friend was an
answer that really has been the answer
that the American people have given to
this very same question for many,
many years. This is not a new fear that
the American people have, because the
American people have had a higher
standard of living and a better way of
life throughout our history as com-
pared to the working men and women
of other countries.

Mr. Speaker, how did we do it? How
did we out-compete? How did the
American worker out-compete those
workers in Third World countries that
were willing to work for such lower
wages? The answer is we have done
that because our working people and
our businessmen have had the tech-
nology that is necessary to out-com-
pete the competition, even when the
labor costs are much lower.

Mr. Speaker, after World War II, we
experienced a major jump in our stand-
ard of living in the United States of
America. Were the wages around the
world, were they any higher after the
end of World War II than they are
today, as compared to the price of the
American worker? No. Yet at the same
time we experienced a major increase
in our standard of living, and America
was out-competing everyone through-
out the planet.

In fact in the 1950’s and 1960’s, Mr.
Speaker, America was looked to
throughout the entire planet as a
source of goods and materials to be
purchased by people for consumer
items all over the world. Yet their own
people were working for much lower
wages. That is because after World War
II, as in the time period before World
War II, Americans had a technological
lead on the world. It is technology and
knowledge that have given us the com-
petitive edge throughout our Nation’s
history. It was not the fact that our
people were necessarily willing to work
harder, because many people around
the world work harder. Many, many
people throughout the world work as
hard, if not harder, than Americans,
yet the American worker, coupled with
technology, that work ethic that our
people have coupled with technology,
have made America the prosperous
country that it is today and the pros-
perous country that it was in years

past. We have had the technological
edge.

This did not just happen, and it did
not just happen after World War II. I
say to my colleagues, ‘‘If you look
back in our history, the United States
was the country that developed the
reaper which magnified the amount of
crops that could be harvested. We were
the ones that took the steam engine,
which was originally developed by the
ancient Greeks, and turned it into an
engine for progress and prosperity, an
engine for the creation of new wealth.
We were the ones who developed the
telegraph and the telephone.’’

The list goes on, and on, and on. In
fact, technological development was
seen by our Founding Fathers as the
means for which the United States
would become that shinning city on
the hill that all of our Founding Fa-
thers wanted her to be. No other coun-
try in the world put patent protections
of technological innovation into its
constitution. There is no other coun-
try. Yet, if we look in our Constitu-
tion, our Founding Fathers insisted
that there be a Patent Office. It is
written into the Constitution.

Why is that? I say to my colleagues,
‘‘If you look back at the men who cre-
ated this great democracy of ours, you
will see that they had two things that
they believed in. There was—well, they
had many things they believed in, but
the two important things they believed
in in terms of government was they be-
lieved in freedom of the individual,
which included peoples’ religious free-
dom, and their rights to speak, and
their rights to gather together, their
rights to petition their government
and to control their own destiny; they
believed in that freedom, and they also
believed in technology.’’

Mr. Speaker, with technology and
freedom, America would become an ex-
ample for all the world to see, that the
common man can live in decency, and
can control his or her own destiny, and
that our country could be an example
to the world, and that instead of vast
military might, that our country
would have the allegiance of free peo-
ple all over the world or those people
all over the world who long to be free.

Yes, Thomas Jefferson himself was a
technologist. Those of you who visit
Monticello might be impressed to see
the many inventions that he himself
developed to help life around that 19th
century agricultural compound be
more easy for the people of this
compound. But Benjamin Franklin,
also one of the great Founding Fathers
of our country, is reowned even today
for his exploration of ideas and his de-
velopment of technology.

These men made sure that American
investors and American inventors
would have the incentive to develop
the technology that would be necessary
to make America the example of
progress and freedom that they fore-
saw. One of the things that they put
into the Constitution, as I say, was the
Patent Office, and Americans have,
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over our 100 year history, enjoyed some
of the most extensive and strongest
patent protection of any people on this
planet.

Now patent protection is a dull and
uninteresting subject. Just like in
many cases when we talk about our
other freedoms, people just take them
for granted. In fact it has been said
‘‘Freedom is very much like the air,
and that is the air is—you can’t see it,
you can’t touch it, and it is very easy
to take air for granted.’’

That is the same way it is for free-
dom. Freedom is the fact that there is
no someone who comes to your church
every Sunday and has to approve the
sermon of your minister. Freedom is
that the school teachers and our uni-
versity professors do not have to have
their subject matter approved, because
that sensor is not there. Freedom is
when a person can open a book store or
someone can quit his job without ask-
ing for government approval. This is
what freedom is. It is the absence of
the Government coming down and de-
stroying freedom.

Well, you can take freedom for grant-
ed, just like the air. But when the air
is cut off, when your air is cut off for
even one millisecond, you begin realiz-
ing how important air is to you, and
that is the same with freedom. Once
you cut it off, even for a short period of
time, those people who have enjoyed it
understand the importance of air and
understand the importance of freedom.
They go together because they can be
taken for granted. But when you are
denied your freedom or denied air, you
understand how important they are.
They are important to the life of man-
kind, and they are essential, freedom
has been essential, to what Americans
have felt our country is all about.

Well, that is the same with one of our
rights, one of our very fundamental
rights that people have always taken
for granted, and that is the right of
patent protection. That means, if you
come up with an idea, and you get an
investor to invest in your development
of that idea, you own that idea for a
given period of time. In fact, you reg-
ister it like a piece of property with
the Government, and, when you file for
your registration, the Government will
peruse that, and after perusing your
application, provide you what is basi-
cally a deed. It is a patent for your cre-
ation so that you and the investors in
your idea can reap some profit, some
benefit, from that.

That is the secret of the American
miracle. We provided an incentive for
investors and investors throughout our
history to invent the new machines,
the new technology, that catapulted
the standard of living of the common
man. Our people were able to live de-
cent lives and have good jobs, and they
could provide for their families, and we
had enough wealth in our society so we
had education and an infrastructure for
our people because the investors and
the inventors were given the incentive

to come up with the ideas that changed
the condition of humankind.

This has been going on throughout
our history. Over the last 100 years our
inventors and our investors have had
the protection guaranteed that, if they
would file an invention with the Patent
Office seeking a patent, that no matter
how long it took them to be issued that
patent, once it was issued, they would
be given 17 years of protection, at
which time anyone using that tech-
nology would have to pay them for the
right to do so. It is called royalties.

Well, this has just changed. Unbe-
knownst to the American people and
unbeknownst to most Members of Con-
gress, there has been a dramatic
change in the patent rights, and be-
lieve me, when the effect of this begins
being felt by the American people, it
will be as if someone is strangling
them and denying them what they
have taken for granted, their air, be-
cause this will have a dramatic impact,
in the long run, on the standard of liv-
ing of our people. We have changed the
fundamental rules that have provided
the prosperity and the jobs and the
economic well-being that our people
have learned to take for granted.

Mr. Speaker, that change was put
into the GATT implementation legisla-
tion. The GATT, as you are aware, is
an agreement among the nations. It is
a trading agreement that said these are
a set of rules which will guide us, and
any nation that signs onto this set of
rules will be part of this global trading
structure.

The fundamental idea is a sound idea,
and we were promised that, if we would
vote for fast track—now that is a term
that means we in Congress gave the
right to the President to negotiate any
of this agreement with GATT, and
when he brought the treaty to us, we
would have 60 days to look it over, and
that he also agreed not to put anything
into that treaty, or into that imple-
mentation legislation of the treaty,
that was not required by the treaty.

What happened was, a provision was
snuck into the GATT implementation
legislation last year that was not re-
quired by the treaty itself, and al-
though it is very difficult for the
American people to understand the
ramifications of this very small part
and this very complicated issue of pat-
ent protection, they will feel the con-
sequences unless we correct this mis-
deed that has taken place in this body.
What happened was that in the imple-
menting legislation we changed the
rules so that now, when an American
inventor applies for a patent, he ap-
plies. In the past, no matter how long
it took him to get his patent, he would
have 17 years as soon as the patent was
issued. He would have 17 years of pro-
tection. Now what will happen after
the GATT implementation legislation
is put into effect, is that when the pat-
ent applicant files, the clock starts
ticking. Those people who put this
change into the law thought, ‘‘Well,
gee, we are going to make it sound like

we are actually expanding the patent
rights of the American people,’’ and so
the clock starts ticking and it is all
over in 20 years.

Now if the average patent does take
only 19 months, which some people are
claiming, then that would be a good
deal for the American people. But what
has happened is that the American peo-
ple, and even the people who passed the
laws, have been given misinformation
about the patent process itself. Signifi-
cant patents, whether it is the laser, or
whether it is plastic bottles, or wheth-
er it is technology that will make us
more competitive with the rest of the
world, breakthrough technologies, take
not just 19 months, not just 3 years,
not just 5 years. Most of the major
technologies that have given us our
competitive edge in world competition,
most of these have taken 10 to 15 years
and often longer to have a patent is-
sued.

Now what does that mean? That
means we have, in reality, dramati-
cally reduced, if not eliminated, the
patent protection of America’s inven-
tors and investors. If someone comes
up with a breakthrough technology and
it takes them 15 years in order to get
that patent issued, he is at the mercy
of the bureaucrats at the Patent Office.
He is at the mercy of international,
multinational, and foreign corpora-
tions who might try to put legal hin-
drances in the way of issuing that pat-
ent. He is at the mercy of those people
because the clock is ticking and it is
on his time. That person, who could de-
velop the technology that would make
us competitive with mainland China or
make us competitive with Asia or Eu-
rope in the future, that technology will
not have anywhere near, if any, of the
protection that past inventors and in-
vestors had in the United States of
America.

What we have seen in this body is a
change of law which was difficult to
understand, but it will have major
ramifications. What will that mean?
What will this change of law in the pat-
ent law mean? And, by the way, it was
not required by GATT, and they want-
ed to give us only a few days to con-
sider the whole GATT implementation
legislation. So they broke their word
to us by putting something into this
treaty that was not required for us to
vote on, but yet it was put in because
they knew that this was the way they
could sneak it past this body, and what
does it mean?

It means that billions of dollars that
should be going into the pockets of
American inventors in the form of roy-
alties for multinational and foreign
corporations now will stay in the pock-
ets of those multinational and foreign
corporations because we have so dra-
matically reduced the patent protec-
tion for significant technological de-
velopments. We are talking about bil-
lions and billions of dollars that should
be going to Americans, that will now
stay overseas.
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Worse than that, we are reducing the

time in which our inventors and inves-
tors can control the technology that
they have created. Thus foreign inter-
ests, multinational corporations and
foreign corporations can now use the
technology after a few short years that
would have had 17 years of protection,
and what will they be using it for?
They will be using it to out-compete
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, what we have done is,
as we are entering this new era of tech-
nological development in the world,
this new era when genius will be so im-
portant and creativity will give us the
edge, we have disarmed our own people.
We have basically put ourselves at the
worst competitive advantage, because
what we have done is taken our great-
est asset, our creative people and our
investors in new creative ideas, and we
have taken away their incentive and
taken away their protection.

This will result in foreign corpora-
tions not paying royalties and foreign
corporations using our technology
against itself. It is the biggest ripoff in
American history. Yet it continues to
this day.

I have submitted a piece of legisla-
tion, H.R. 359, which has 177 cospon-
sors. That is 177 of my colleagues; I
managed to speak with them, and talk
to them personally, and to get their at-
tention, because there are many, many
issues of importance here on the floor
of the House that divert peoples’ atten-
tion. This is only a small issue to most
people, and it is hard to understand.
Yet 177 of my colleagues have signed on
as cosponsors to my bill, H.R. 359, to
restore the American patent rights to
what they were before the GATT ripoff
was implemented late last year—177. In
the Senate, Senator DOLE has cospon-
sored a similar bill that, if passed, will
do the same thing, which will restore
American patent rights. That is S. 284.

Senator DOLE and I, all we want is
basically not to see a diminishing of
the patent rights that Americans have
enjoyed for many, many years.

Mr. Speaker, as of yet we have not
been permitted, my legislation has not
been permitted, to come to this floor
for a vote. Now what is Congress all
about if you have 177 cosponsors, and
by the way, for those of you who do not
understand this, this is an enormous
number of colleagues to join together,
both Republicans and Democrats, on
one piece of legislation saying we want
this to be passed. I have not been on a
bill that had so many cosponsors be-
fore. Yet it is being hindered; there are
roadblocks being put in the way of the
bill which prevent the legislation from
coming to a vote on the floor.

Now why would this happen? Why
would someone be so arrogant enough
to say, ‘‘Well, you may have 177 co-
sponsors, but you’re not going to get
your vote on the floor because my
point of view is more important than
177 of my colleagues’’?

Well, what has happened is one Con-
gressman, one Congressman who is the

chairman of an obscure subcommittee,
which my piece of legislation must go
through before it comes to the floor,
the one person, the chairman, is op-
posed to it. His name is CARLOS MOOR-
HEAD, CARLOS MOORHEAD of Glendale,
CA. Mr. MOORHEAD refuses. He will not
be satisfied with voting against my leg-
islation. Instead, Mr. MOORHEAD is
holding it up in subcommittee, refusing
all of his colleagues the right to make
the decision.

Now you might ask what is his moti-
vation. We in the House of Representa-
tives always take for granted that the
motives of our colleagues are good mo-
tives, and let us examine what is the
possible good motive for someone
wanting to—what I believe to support
is a dramatic reduction in American
patent rights. Why would someone do
this?

Well, it is the belief that some people
have that American patent rights have
been too strong because we are out of
sync with the rest of the world, and
thus we are out of sync with the rest of
the world. This is an attempt by the
head of the Patent Office, Bruce Leh-
man, and Mr. MOORHEAD, and several
others in this town, who believe that
our rights, in terms of our economic
rights and our patent rights, should be
harmonized with the rights of other
people in the world.

In other words, they are seeking to
implement an agreement that Mr.
Bruce Lehman, head of our Patent Of-
fice, made with the head of the Japa-
nese patent office.

I ask, ‘‘You understand what’s hap-
pening here?’’ They are harmonizing
America’s economic rights, our fun-
damental patent rights of our citizens,
harmonizing it with the Japanese by
what? By lowering the standard that
our people have enjoyed, the rights of
our people.

If we are going to harmonize our
rights, our economic rights, especially
our patent rights, with other countries,
especially countries like Japan who
have no love for individual freedom
whatsoever, we should be harmonizing
them upward toward us, rather than
them bringing our system down toward
them. But these people believe that, if
you have a harmonization, and our pat-
ent rights are similar to the Japanese
patent rights, that it will be better for
a world trading system.

Mr. Speaker, that is absolute non-
sense. This is the equivalent of some-
one telling us, as Americans, that we
have too many human rights, and in
fact the Bill of Rights is way out of
sync with all of the other democracies.
Thus, what we are going to do is har-
monize our individual rights by dimin-
ishing the Bill of Rights by two or
three amendments.

What would the American people
think about that? What would they
think about it? They would reject it
out of hand if they were given the
choice.

What has happened here is an issue of
vital importance to our prosperity and

the well-being of our people. A very
complicated issue has been determined
by some power brokers behind the
scenes, and they are preventing this
house from voting on a piece of legisla-
tion that would negate a back-room
deal that they made with the Japanese.

In the long run, what will this do?
Well, I can tell you that in the short
run it has already had a horrible im-
pact on our society. What has happened
is that American investors now, unlike
last year and the year before and the
hundred years before that, American
investors now are not certain that they
will have the 17 years that they used to
have to recoup their investment.

Already American investors in the
venture capital industry are hesitating
about investing in new capital be-
cause—our investing new capital in
new technology because they realize it
might take, the process of getting a
patent might take 15 years or 20 years
for new technology to get through, and
they would have no time to recoup
their investment.

This makes—I will tell you, when
Americans do not invest in new tech-
nology, we are at the mercy of other
countries like the Chinese and the Jap-
anese who are willing to put money
into their—from their government into
government-created technology.

b 1230

What is happening is if we permit
this change in the patent law to con-
tinue, MITI, which is an organization
in Japan which directs their invest-
ment, will be directing their invest-
ment in technologies to destroy our
economic competitiveness, and at the
same time, on our side, we have elimi-
nated the incentive for American in-
vestors and inventors to invest in new
technology. This is total insanity. It is
a formula for disaster for the American
people, and, on the face of it, it is a rip-
off of American patent rights.

I am hoping that my colleagues, and
I have 177 already as cosponsors, will
join with me and insist that we have a
direct vote on the floor, and that if
CARLOS MOORHEAD, the chairman of the
subcommittee that is holding this up,
does not want a vote on the floor, then
he can express that. If he opposes the
vote, that is fine, but he should not
have the power to stop a vote on the
floor. A chairman of a subcommittee
who prevents a bill, even if he disagrees
with it, from coming to a vote, is doing
a great disservice to the American peo-
ple and the cause of democracy in a sit-
uation like this.

I would hope that Mr. MOORHEAD un-
derstands that in good faith, if he dis-
agrees with the idea that we should
maintain our level of patent protec-
tion, that he can vote against that. He
can vote against my piece of legisla-
tion that would restore patent protec-
tion. But he should not prevent the
rest of us from voting.

Adding insult to injury, recently
something just happened that might
indicate even worse things about the
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plans that these people have for Amer-
ican patent protection. While my legis-
lation has not been permitted to come
to the floor for a vote, there is another
piece of legislation that went through
Mr. MOORHEAD’s committee. It was a
piece of legislation that only had two
cosponsors. It was H.R. 1733. The Amer-
ican people should know what was in
this piece of patent legislation.

This piece of patent legislation,
which Mr. MOORHEAD already had hear-
ings on in his subcommittee, states the
following: That if someone files for a
patent, an American inventor files for
a patent, even if it is not issued, after
18 months that patent will be published
for the world to see.

Is there anyone who cannot see the
implications for this? This is the equiv-
alent of erecting a huge neon sign over
the American Patent Office saying to
the rest of the world, ‘‘Come and steal
America’s technological secrets.’’ Be-
cause even before the patent is issued,
it will be published, and I can tell you
the Japanese and the Chinese and ev-
erybody else who want to copy Amer-
ican technology, will be in line at the
Xerox machine in order to get their
copies, and then running back to their
offices to use the fax machine in order
to get those plans to their own indus-
trial leaders to copy America’s techno-
logical genius. We are talking more
than a ripoff here. We are talking
about wholesale robbery of America’s
inventions. We are talking about an in-
vitation by our Government to do so.

What will this mean to the American
people? What it will mean is that
American workers, who have always
enjoyed the competitive edge because
we have had the machines that per-
mitted us to work better and to
produce more than the competition
who might have had workers that
would work for lower wages, slowly but
surely you will see our competitive
edge erode, and the standard of living
of our people, now in decline, will turn
into a tailspin.

I say to you today that we owe it to
the American people to see that our
country remains the No. 1 techno-
logical power in the world. What that
means is we owe it to our inventors
and our investors to provide them an
incentive to invest their time and their
resources in the technologies we will
need to maintain the standard of living
of our people.

This is a difficult issue to under-
stand. But what should not be difficult
for people to understand is there are
forces in this world today that not only
do not care about the standard of liv-
ing of the American people, but see it
as a negative, because the standard of
living of the American people gives
high hopes to their own people. The
other people, people in other countries,
want to live at higher standards of liv-
ing because the American people do.

We should not be destroying the
American dream for the citizens of the
United States. We should be extending
the American dream so that people ev-

erywhere, in every country, know that
they too, with freedom and technology,
can improve their lot and provide for
their families.

We stand at a crossroads because we
are in a new era of human history. The
cold war is over. We are now entering
an era of global competition. It is im-
perative that we restore the patent
rights of the American people, because
in this new era of global competition,
our very lives and our standard of liv-
ing depend upon it.

I would ask my colleagues to join me
in supporting 359, and would ask that
the subcommittee chairman who is
holding this bill up permit it to come
to the floor; and if he opposes it, to
honestly state his opposition, but to
let the rest of the Members of Congress
have a say and let them express them-
selves as well, and give the Members of
Congress a chance to vote up or down
in front of the American people on this
issue, that may be complicated, but is
so vital to the standard of living and
maintaining the well-being of our citi-
zens throughout this country.

f

IN DEFENSE OF FREEDOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD] is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

(Mr. POSHARD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, this
week we will be debating and voting on
a constitutional amendment to allow
the States to prohibit desecration of
the American flag. We have many im-
portant items on our agenda this week
and time for debate will be short so,
therefore, I would like to address this
issue today, and I would like to do so,
at least in the beginning, from a his-
torical perspective.

Our Founders, the people who settled
this country, were men and women of
great faith. They came to this country
and lived here for a long while under
the edict of the King of England. They
came here to escape the suppression of
their freedoms, but found as colonists
they were still under the control of the
King. They were not free to speak their
minds, to criticize the government.
They were not free to assemble, to dis-
cuss their problems, because the gov-
ernment, the King, was afraid it might
end up being a grievance against him.

They were not free to choose their
own religious beliefs according to the
dictates of their conscience. They wor-
shipped in the Church of England, or
they did not worship at all. The Church
of England had the official blessing of
the state. The church and the state had
formed an alliance linking themselves
together, so the church never had to
fear the loss of parishioners to other
faiths, and the state could continue to
control the people through the church.

Newspapers were not free to criticize
the government, or they would be shut
down. The government, if they even
suspected a citizen of criticizing them,
even in private, could take a citizen
from his home in the middle of the
night, charge him with sedition against
the government, and that citizen could
be jailed or punished without ever hav-
ing been allowed a trial. Time and
again, they tried to confiscate the fire-
arms of the citizens because they
feared an armed protest against the
government.

In short, the people were not free.
Government controlled their lives in
attempts to force its will upon the peo-
ple.

As it is always true whenever a gov-
ernment attempts to force its will on
the people, the people rebelled. They
sent their representatives to Philadel-
phia to form the First Continental
Congress, and that Congress decided to
throw off the bonds of slavery that
bound them to England. They declared
their independence, raised an army,
made George Washington its com-
mander, and, in their own revolution,
won their freedom from the oppressive
Government of England.

After the Revolutionary War they
went back to their individual States
and a great debate arose as to whether
or not they should even form a na-
tional government. They so distrusted
a central government and its potential
for ruling their lives that when they
thought of a national government, all
they could remember was oppression.

But there were certain national is-
sues that had to be dealt with. Foreign
trade had to be considered, paying off
their war debts, and so on, and so they
sent their representatives back to
Philadelphia to form a Second Con-
tinental Congress, and it was this Con-
gress that had the task of putting to-
gether a new government. They wrote
a Constitution of the United States of
America.

Notice how they said the ‘‘United’’
States of America. Before, they were
not so united. They had operated under
the Articles of Confederation, which
gave great powers to the individual
colonies. They had vast disagreements
between themselves, and this new gov-
ernment was their attempt at becom-
ing united.

The Constitution they had written
said this new government would con-
sist of three branches. No. 1, the legis-
lative, would be elected from among
the people to make the laws; No. 2, the
executive, would be elected by the peo-
ple to execute the laws; and, No. 3, the
judicial, would be appointed by the ex-
ecutive and approached by the legisla-
tive, and they would judge and inter-
pret the laws.

The judicial, the Supreme Court, was
appointed for life, because the Found-
ing Fathers knew that if the Supreme
Court had to be subjected to the popu-
lar opinion of the people every so many
years just to keep their jobs, they may
do as many members of the legislative
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